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distance apd physical self -presentation; were examined as potential 
sources of' distraction and for their consequent effects on 
susceptibility to persuasfon. The distraction J^iterature was reviewed 
and ayn.thesized into five propositions, which served as a starting 
point for predicting how distraqtion should' generSll,y affect ^ 
persuasion. ' A model of canve'rsational diWa nc in g .violations was then 
adapted to predict how' nonverbal variabiles specifically mighty 
function as distr actors. A total of 3 50 college students were than 
involved in an experiment that manipulated violations of distancing 
ex'pefli&t ions abd attractiveness or qonf edera tes. The results 
supplied distance violations and physical appearance as sour9es of 
distractio'n and -provided some support for the prediction that t 
attractive individuals engaging in .violations of expectations will 
ser've as \positive sources of distraction, leading to greater 
susceptibility to persuasion. Predict ions regardiiig propensity to. 
counterargue and derogate .a source were not supported and raided 
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VIOLATING INTERPERSbNAL»DISTANCING EXPECTATIONS, DISTRACTION AND REWARD 
ON SOURCE ATTRACTION, CREDIBILITY AND PERSUASION 



^ • ABSTRACT 

i ' 
The role of two nonverbal variables, con>/ersational distance and physical 

self-presentation r were examined as potential sources of distraction and for 

theijr* consequent effects on susceptibility to persuasion- The. distraction * 

literature was reviewed and synthesized into five propositions, which served 

as a starting point for predicting how distraction should generally affect 

persuasion* A model of , conversational distancing violations was then adapted 

to predict how nonverbal variables specifically might function as distractors. 

Results of ^n experiment manipulating violations of distancing expectations 

and attractiveness of confederates (N*^= 350) supported distance violations 

and physical ,app^rance as sour.Ces of distraction and provided modest support 

■ ■ ■ . <. ' ■ 

for the prediction that attractive individuals engaging* in violations" of 
ekpectations ^xW serv6 as positive sources of distraction, leading to greater 
susceptibility to persuasion- Failure to support the prediction that un- 
attir^tive individuals engaging in violations of expectations would foster 
more ^resistance to persuasion was partly explained by the, lack of a higl^ly * 

unat1:r|ictive confederate. Predict ions, regarding propensity to counterargue 

, .. f. ■ 

andiherogatc a source were riot supported and raised questions about the 

measurement or conceptualization of the construct. 



' VIOLATING INTERPERSONAL DISTANCING EXPECTATIONS, DISTRACTION AND REWARD . 
ON SOURCE ATTRACTION, CREDIBILITY AND PERSUASION 

Two ways individuals are positfd to resist persuasive attempts are * 

through count erargusnent and 'source^erogation. Individuals mAy silently 

« 

attack the arguments in a persuader's message^r silently criticize the 

• ■ 

source on personal dimensions. In both cases, /the degree of ro^si^tance may 
be mediated by the' presence of external soxurcqs of distraction. 

Research testing the pffects of distraction on resisting persuasion 
has often resorted to rath^ extreme and contrived operatibnalizations to 
insure that distraction was actually induced. It l^s tak^n such forms as 
flashing lights, heckling, movies or 'slides presented simultaneously with 
the message,. eating, irrelevant tasks and experimental instructions to 
direct attention elsewhere. The messages liave also usually been presented 
on audiotape or videotape. The result q^ranonly has been \p create conditions 
that have negligible isomorphism with iformal interpersonal communication con- 
texts. It would seem profitable for communication researchers, at least, to 
shift the focus to more natural, realistic sources of distraction that are 
inherent, in a social interaction. ^ 

One such possible source of distractio?i is conversational distance. 
Every face-to-face encounter involves a distance between interactants which 
is heavily norm-governed, can be systematically varied, is often manipulated 
with intent, and frequently conveys relational messages. Research has also 
confirmed that people exhibit strong, often anxious, reactions to distance 
changes, particularly when their expectations have been violated, Conversa- 
tional distance is theref<Sre an inherently present nonverbal varxable that 
has great potential as a distracto*. 

' A second class of nonverbal variables that may serve as intrinsic dis- 
traotoxs is the features of the persuader's self-presentation— such things 



as appearance and. demeanor. Individuals who are exceptionally unattractive 
or use strange mannerisms / for ins^nce. may distract the listener; s0 jnay 
highly attractive /highly skilled speakers. What should be of interest in 
the resistance to persuasion, paradigm is which source characteAstics are- 
potential -distractors and whether such distractors inhibit or facilitate 

« 

counter arguing and source derogation. 

This article is (Resigned to explore the possible role-of nonverbal 
variables as intrinsic sources of distraction in persuasion contexts and 

* . 

their relationship to the resista-^ process. ' First the distraction litera- 

• - "> ' . 

ttire will be revio^^ed, then relevant nonverbal communication,' literature will 

be examined for evidence of distraction potential; and a model advanced of 

the relationship of nonverbal distractors to persuasion. Finallir, the re- 

t 

suits of an initial test of the prediction^will be presented. 

in kee^iing with the recommendations of J4iller and Burgoon that a more 
expended view be taken of {persuasion/ this article will include ^s persua- 
sion outcomes the perceived credibility -and attractiveness of the persuader. 
Thik monograph will also focus on persuasion within the .interpersonal" context 

V 

DISTRACTION AND PERSUASION ^ ^ 

It has been argued that the ability of a message to be influential is 
dependent upon its being received and undei>stood by th-e receiver, its proba^ 
bility of being discredited and the validity of the arguments to which the 
receiver must yield.^ Distractive stimuli may affect: all three of these 
facets. According to Festftiger and Maccoby, the simultaneous presentation 
' of disriiptive stijnuli al£g with a counterattitudinal message enhances the 
persuasiveness of the message by interfering with the production of subvocal 
counterarguments, the rehearsal of arguments or the derogation of the 



3 ' 

persuader's character and competence. Baron, Baron and Mi lief" have similarly 
argued that distractive stftauli should' facilitate persuasion' by dividing the 
receiver's attention, disrupting the screening of information and inhibiting » 

the production of counterarguments v thus making the receiver more susceptible 

* 

4 

to the message. Several investigations have found suji^^ort for ingreased- 

* 5*- 

distraction producing increased susceptibility to counterattitudindrl messages. * 

In these investigations, the inhibition of cotinterarguing was offered as the 
explailtation* 

Since cotinterarguing is a subyocal, psyphologlcal process, ' several 
experiments havfe also been designed to establish whether counteratritudinal 
messages do in fact generate counterargumentation, whether counterarguihg re- 
duces message acceptance and whether distraction interferes with suchC internal 
rebuttal. A study by Brock helped to support the first two critical links ^ 
in the underlying logic. His results demonstrated that as a message becomes 
more discrepant from a person's own attitudes* more counterarguments are 

generated, and that increased counterarguing cori^esponds with less yielding 
; > g • 

to the message. Other researchers have supported the third link by con- 
, firming that distracJted subjects generate fewer counterarguments, than nondistracted 
subjects.^ I 'J 

In contrast to the counterargument formulation of the relatidnship between 
distraction and persuasion, an alternative model bas^ on learning makes 

\ ■ • 

opposite predictions. As outlined by McGuire, distraction should interfere . ^ 

with the learning of new arguments, which should lead to less attitude change 

- ' ^ 8 

because comprehension of th^ arguments must precede yielding to the message. 

In support of th4.s interpretation, several researchers have found either de- 

10 ' 

/ci;eases in message acceptance or no effect for distraction and have found 
corresponding decreases in fecall In distraction conditions. 



The resolution of these conflicting results on distraction and persua- 
sion no doiibt lies in par£ in 'the degree pf the distraction. Even those who 

12 • 

have supported the counterargument foimulation have acknowledged that a 
listraction «inust no^ be so extreme as to preclude comprehension of the message. 
Mi^re the distraction interferes with learning r no attitude change effect can v 
be Expected. What has been at issue is how severe a distraction must be be- 

* * r 

fore it truly inhibits the subconscious processing of the information in a 
message; an issue that has not been resolved^ 

Some additional explanations have been offered for ^the mixed results in 

the distraction li^terature. Baron ^ Baron and Miller have suggested that the 

13 . 
focus of attention may affect results. Consistent with this analysis, 

« 

Zimbardo et'al% found that when subjects focused primarily on the message, 

attitude change, increased, but when they focused on th6 distractor (an irrele- 

14 

vant task), less attitude change obtained. Burgeon, Cohen, Miller and 

Montgomery, taking a different tack, operationalized distraction as concen- 

trating on either positive or negative features of the message itself or the 

source of the message./ 'They similarly found that ,the focus of attention 

makes a- dif iference: ^ subjects who attended to positive characteristics (source 

or message centered) initially exhibited more attitude change, but sxibsequently 

shifted back tow,ard their original position, presum^ly dye to counter arguing, 

while those who focused on negative characteristics, and particularly negative 

source characteristics, were more susceptible to a second persuasive message, 

15 

presumably because they had not been motivated to counterargue . The nature 
of the distractiori, then, appeared to affect the counter arguing process. 

Another possible explanation for the mixed distraction results is the 

nature N5f the message itself.- In the Bteitrose, Gardner, and Vohs and Garrett 

16 • * 

studies, for instance, the failure to find attitude change may have been a 
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function of a dull or noninvolving message. In a study by. Regan and Cheng, 
the complexity of the message emerged as a possible factor: subjects ex- 
posed to a simple but unconvincing message changed their attitudes more when 
.distracted than not distracted; those exposed to a complex but convincing 
message changed their attitudes less when distracted than not distracted. 
The features of the message itself are therefore no doubt factors determining^ 
what efSect the distraction will have. If the message is low in interest, 
too difficult to follow or unpersuasive , the receiver may choose not to 
attend to it at all. . A minimum requirement in any persuasion experiment is 
that receivers be motivated to listen to the message. 

■* 

Yet another explanation for mixed research findings is individual dif- 

> 

ferences in motivation to counterargue. It has been suggested that some 
"* individuals have a greater propensity to counterargue a message than do 

^ , others. Just as some individuals tend to focus on the communication source 
when processing a persuasive message, others are motivated to focus on the 
content of the message, testing, attacking and refuting arguments contained 
in the message. Brandt et al. obtained support for the hypattb«^Sls^at iiWi- 
viduals with a high propensity to counterargue (as pretested by a checklist . 
of argtj^ents) would be more prone* to counterargument production and more 
resistant to a communicator's influence than individuals with a low propen- 

^ sity to counterargue. Furthe^they suggested that perceptions of source 

credibil/ity were affected by an individual's propensrity to counterargue. 

Subject^s with a high propensity ^o counterargue perceived the message source 

19 

as significantly less credible than did their Iqw propensity counterparts. 

This result is complementary to other f indin^s^that decreased counterarguing 

20 . ^ • 

is associated with competent sources. ~- 

These latter findings relate to a final explanation for the conflicting 

■ r 
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results in distraction experiments:, sou^rce derogation. %s noted in the 
introduction, an alternative to counteraarguing in resisting an influence 
attempt is to derogate the source of that attempt. The questipn, however, 
is^ whether covinterarguing and source derogation are .actually mutually exclu- 
, sive alternatives or whether they can occur simultaneously in varying degrees. 
Festinger and Madcoby noted that distraction -should inhibit cpunterarguin^ and 
lead to increased susceptibility to persuasion unless the receiver was able to 
reject and derogate the communicator. ^-"^ Their position would suggest that 
/ couiSterarguing aiwi source derogation are mutually exclusive alternatives— a 
receiver may electUither mode to resist influence." Some research seems to 
support this interpretation. Miller and Baron, who, like Festinger and Maccoby 
• contend that source derogation is actually a component of counterarguing , con* 
ducted -^:wo studies in which they manipulated credibility and distraction. In 
the first, distraction produced' greater attitude change than no distraction 
when fhe source was highly credible (as manipulated by vocab^jlary and accent) ; 
it produced no differeu^s whpn the source was le^ credible. lA tbe second 
study, credibility differences were induced prior to the message presentation 
in the form of written descriptions. Under that condition, distracted sub- • 
jectq were less persuaded in both credibility conditions. Miller and Baron 
explained the differences in findings by noting that subjects appeared not to 
have perceived the sources as cryJibleand therefore two low credibility 
' conditions existed." Hence, subjects in the high credible/no distraction 
condition of the first study were able to resist the message by counterarguing. 
While subjects in the low credible conditions in both studies merely resorted 
to source dexogation. In keeping with this interpretation, Kiesler and 
Mathog have suggested that when exposed to a "barely" credible source, the 
individual Kioes not need to counterargue, (s)he can rely on sSurce . derogation 

' . . 23 

alone to resist the persuasive attempt. 
• . • 

ERjc . • :j . . 
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While this duaf alternative approach to resisting influence seems 
reasonable, it also seems plausj.ble that counterarguing could trigger source 
derogation- Tifat is, the process of counterarguing might lead the receiver 



to derogate the quality of the message and iri turn derogate the creator of 
it ("a source using these ^arguments is unqualified to speak on this topic") . 
If th^s interpretatftn is valid, rather than ^n "either-or" relationship 

between covuniterarguing and derogation/ the two should work in tandem. This 

\ * 
latter iht^^retiation is partially supported by the earlier cited work of 

Brandt et) al. , • who found a high gorrelation between propensity to counter- 

* 24 
argue and actual negative evaluations of a message source. The results of 

the Burgoon et al. experiment can also be interpreted as supportive. Sxib- 
jects who received a negative critical assignment were, like those who re- 
ceived no critical assignment, unpersuaded by the first message.* For those 
who were critically" evaluating the source, it -could be argued that their 
attention to negative characteristics prompted them to derogate the speaker 
rather than engage in counterarguing. .That they were not motivated to 
counterargue . is indicated by their heightened vulnerabi^y to a second message 
on the same topic. By contrast, those who initially critically evaluated the 
message had to at lea^ a^t)?nd to the arguments, but they may have then dis- 
counted them by discrediting the source . *rhat the arguments did motivate 
" counteraf guing is implicit in the finding^ that those subjects we re-resist ant 
to a second message. A plausible interpretation, then, is that subjects 
who focused on the negative message character isti-cs may have, begun counter- 
arguing but suspended it during the message by shifting to a rejection of the 
sovurce, then later reaiumed 3khe argument evaluation process. Their resistance 
tcJ^he messages could not be explained by successful counterargument alone 
since subjects who focused on both positive and negative argents were the 
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most vulnerable to the message, i.e.^ the focus on arguments distracted them ^ 
from, rather than facilitated/ counterarguing. .* • 

Whichever interpretation of the relationship Between counterarguing and - 
source , derogation is correct, it has important implications for the outcomes 

« 

of a persuasive interpersonal encounter, as will be seen shortly. 

In sum, the' research and theorizing on distraction and resistance to 
persuasion lead to several "Important conclusions which can be framed as 

propositions. , ' 

Proposition 1; Susceptibility to persuasion is greatest 

4 

und^r conditions of MODERATE distraction? resistance to 
persuasion is greatest under conditions pf EXTREME 
• distraction . 
Moderate distractions inhibit counterarguing and source derogation. ^Extreme 
distractions interfere with comprehension and therefore result in maximum 
resistance. When no distraction exists, counterarguing may take place but 
SO may some p€teM^sio|i* 

PropolRion 2; Under conditions of distraction ^ suscepti- 
bility to persuasion is greatest with, a simple but involving ^ 



message? resistance to persuasion is 'greatest with a non- 
involving and/or complex jnes sage , 
A noninvolving message reduces attention; a^complex x>ne reduces comprehen- 



sion. In both cases^ the reduced learning means that less persuasion can 
take place. With a simple yet interesting message, the receiver is motivated 
to. attend, but the presence of distraction prevents adequate counterarguing. 
Proposition 3; Under conditions of distraction, suscep- 
tibility to persuasion increases as source credibility 
increases . ^ 
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With a highly credible, source, a receiver does not have the alternative of 
reje^cting the message by derogating the source. The only alternative to re- 
sist the message is to engage in counterarguing , which is disrupted in the 
presence of distraction. The result is increased yielding tq^ the message. 
Proposition 4: The effectiveness of distraction in in- 
ducing greater attitude change increases as the propensity 

to coiinterargue decreases . , ' . / ^ 

^ ■ -■ ■ , . 

Those who have a high propensity to counl;erargue are assumed to be anbire 
^ critical and rejecting in general. If distraction reduces their opportupit^jj^ 
to refute arguments, they can be expected to resort to derogation as an out- 
let for their typically nonreceptiye^ posture. . . , 

Proposition 5; Susceptibility to persuasion is greatest ^ 
when the receiver focusfes attention on positive source 
characteristics/ positive message characteristics or a 
combination of positive and negative message character- . 
istics? resistance to persuasion is greatissfr when the 
r eceiver focuses attention on negative message or source 
characteristics . 

The act of concentrating on the arguments of. a speech or the characteristics 
of the speaker is distracting. When the focus of attention includes an^. 
positive features, derogation of .the speaker is not a viable mode of resist- 
ing influence and since the critical task itself interferes with counter- 
arguing, yiel^ng is maximized. When the focus of attention is on negative 
source characteristics, counterarguing is unnecess.ary; the receivelPheed 
merely denigrate the soflrce. When the focus i^ negative message character- 
istics, some counterarguing may. Be triggered bu^ is probably suspended in 
favor of source derog^on on 'the basis of the quality the argvanents. 



These propositioijs outline some of the key conditions under which dis- 
tl^action should i^nd should not JLead to* successful persuasion.. tW next step 
is t6 consi'der nonverbal variables which might 'function" as distractors and 
satisfy the ^ther -criteria- implicit in the propositions. 



JJONVERBAL MfARIftBLES AS, DISTRACTOjRS . ' \ 

^ . ■ . . , ' ■ • ; 

♦ \one natural source • 6f distraction present in a1.1 face-to- face int?^rif " * 
. • - •■ . • • • • • . ' ■ " - ' . ♦ . . . " ' ^ , 

.••..••-*. • . . . .- . V . • ■ " ■ 

^cti6n'fe is ajrterpiersonal rdistSnfcei 'Wsearch 'has amply demonstfated^that. Si^ * 

* • "- '-'v- ' l ' • '• . / '. ' ■ 

the. behayioral level, people ,are responsive 'to, changes in the distance 

adopted between themselv:es afnd others. . , • . ^ 

The greatest voluiae of research in thi^ cente^red on effects of. 

personal space violations* ' Personal Space has been defined\as a '•body-' 

^ ^- ' 

buffer zone,"?^ "the space immediately surlrounding an individual whifh he 

27 ' ' 

feels. to be personal, to belong to himself," or ••an invisible, dynamic, 

and transportable space the size of which is governed by the individual's 

28 

felt need at any point in time." The violation, of this "bubble" of space 

^* . • ' 

activates a ntimber of responses indicative of anxiety pr discomfort/ The 

compensatory and physiological reactions that have been documented include: 

reductions in eye contact, threat. stares, increased body lean, changes in 

body orientation, erection of body or object barriers, increased se^- 

inanipulations , incjreased verbosit'Vr random arm and leg iftOvements and other 

• 29 

nervpus gestures, increased GSR, and flight. It is clear that increased 
proximity has arousal value. Other research has found that increased dis- 
tance (beyond the normative distance) also results in behavioral changes. 
It seems reasonable to conclude that adjustments in distance, because of ' 
their ability to arouse anxiety or discomfort, have the potential to serve 
as distractors, ait least at the subconscious level. 



* ' . • .. , , ^ 
Further research suggests that changes in conversational distance may 

also be distract ive at- a conscious level. Burgoon anS others have argued 

that conversational distance is a nonverbal message form that bas cleaiMy 

* » ' * * 

recognizable meanings and is often manipulated with the intent of communl-. 
eating those meanings. This suggests that peo{>le.'inay be cognizant of 
distance, adjustments as they are taking ^lace. Moreove-r, several experi-. . 

ntents have produced. significant changed in attitudes and evaluations of 

' 32 . ■ ' 

interactants as a result of changes in distancing. The i^ication is 

that such proxemic changes may do more thj^ triggfer unconscious, reflexive 
•xeact^ons; they may also involve cognitive processes ^t a conscious level. 
TO the extent that they impinge on active thought processes, they may be v. 
more powerful sources of distraction. If, for example, an- individual is so^ 
bothered by another person's deviant spacing behavior as to mentally note 
it and try to make sense of it, {s)he should be more distracted from the 
other person's message than if (s)he subconsciously registered discomfort 
and adjusted to the deviant distance. , 

p. second potential source of. nonverbal distraction is an individual's 

self -presentation (or ".firont"— those aspects of appearance arfd demeanor that 

33 * - 

people modify and monitor to create various impressions. ' Not all aspects 
of' personal appearance and behavior are controlled or controllable, but 
they all still contribute to the overall image being conveyed. That such, 
elements of on^ ' s nonverbal repertoire can be distracting seems obvious. 
It is a commonplace that some people are. so utterly attractive or homely 
that their appearance distracts others from what they are saying. Similarly, 
people may engage .in pleasant or unpleasant social behaviors that draw 
attention away from the content of a message and toward the interpersonal 
relationship! Flirtatious behavior, for iLtance, 'demands consider a tibn of 



V . ' * . 12 • • 

its meaning and directs, attention to the relational rather than the sub- , 
stantive components a message. ^ ^ • " 1 

To the^ extent that one actively controls one's front — for example 



staking painstaking cafre with gi:6oming and,-dress-^- those 'nonverbal behaviors 
♦ become messages like C:onversational di'stance and heighten "the possibility jf 
that .they will be decoded as ^ell as encoded in a conscious manner. -Henic 
'the greater opportunity to be distracting..* V " . ' \ 

Research on the role of these nonverbal behaviors in donferring re- 
sistance to persuasion 6r overcoming it is sparse* Albert anql Dabbs ihiad ,a 

V 

"hostide" persuader (speaking against the receiver's beliefs) addres^s the 
receiver from three distances which had been prete^t^d on comfort}^ uncom- 
fort ably close (one to two feet) , average (five to six feet) smd Uncomfort- 
ably far (fourteen to fifteen feet). They found less attitude change in 
the close than the average and. far distances. Relevant to distraction f 

I 0 

they also found that attention at both, the close and ^f ar distances was 

' ^ 34 
focused on the speaker's physical appearance. ^ Distance deviations, then, 

apparently distracted from the message, and attention centered on another 

available distractor, appearance. Another experiment by Garner similarly 

35 

fovind less persuasion at an extremely close distance (less than six 4-nches) . 
" A third study by Riess manipulated seated distance and subjects' focus on the 
persuader: stibjects*wfere instmicted to either attend to the** status, exper- 
tise or attractiveness of the persuader. Distance was operatibnalized as 
falling within Hall's social-^consultative zone (3*5 to 7 feet), aod al- 
though n6 -significant results were found for distance, a trend was obtained 

whereby perceived persuasiveness increased as distance Increased, but only 

37 

in the status-focus condition. Finally # in two studies involving distance 
as one of several nonverbal variables, Mfehrabiait and Williams found that 



ERIC 



subjects did not adopt significantly* different distances when askM to en- 
code a persuasive message, but that an immediate distance" (four feet) 
was decoded as iaore persiiasivV^tK^n* a distance" il2 feet)*. 



It. is diffxcul\: to ilhtegr^ite these disparate findings • First,, ^ex- 

planations for the results differed from study t<? study and were often 

elaborated on a*pos* hoc Basis. Albert ar?d Dabbs explained their findings 
♦ - ' • • • ' ' * 

in terms of r:teactance thedijyr -Mehrabian and Williams relied on the concept 

of immediacy, Riess developed his own formulation based on impression manage- 

• - ^ 

mentf and Garner <^ted source derogation as an. eaq)lanation for negative 

effects in the invasion condition (an expectation not borne out by his cred- 

ibilitv results) . There is thus no common thread connecting the underlying 

logic of these studies. Second, the pattern of results c^not be easily 

synthesized because of the] disparity, in actual distances and range of dis- 

Xces used. At the close end/ distances ranged from less than six inches 
four feet, while the far distances employed varifed from about ^our feet 

to fifteeli feet. The Gamer and Riess •experiments also covered a mojre re- 

* J 

stricted range of distances than the othersv Additionally, the Reiss 
distances fell within a normal conversational range, reducing the likeli- 
hood that they .were noticeabi^e or distracting. Third, the reliance on 
structured interaction distances in all but the Mehrabian an4 Williams 
encoding study exacerbates interpretation of the impact of each distance. 
The complex nature of the norm's governing conversational distance produce* * 

high v^ lability Iq distancing expectations across dyads. What is a com- 

* 

fortable, normative distance for one pair may be too close fot the next and 
too far for yet a next. A given distance such as tvio feet cannot be defini- 
tively declared uncomfortable because it will not be consistently so across 
people. ^ Consequently, it cannot be determined what distances in the ptevious 

• * • ■ 



investigations might have qualifiefl as distracting, Finally, all the j>re- • 

vious studies omitted detailed descriptions of the confederates. Without * 

' \/ • • * 

Hnowi'ng how attractive the* confederates were, socially and physically, with- 

* 

out knowing their age and status relative to the subject, and .without knowing 
•their* conimxinication styles, it is not possible to draw sound conclus;lons 
about tfie. relati^ship of distante to dist;raction and- persuasion. The. jJer- 
sonal characteristics of a cpnfederate can signlf ic^tly. influence whether. .• ^ 
that conf ede^atfiHs choice of distance is responded to ,in^ ai ^sltive or nega- 
tive manner. * Conflicting findings in the previous studies might therefore 
be accounted for by differences among the confederates,, but this cannot be 
determined without more information. ^, . 

As for the role of personal f rorjt in creating a distraction and in- 
creasing susceptibility to persuasion, even less is known. Almost all theories 
'of int'erper|onal attraction predict that a source's attractiveness enhances the 

efficacy of his or her persuasive message, %nd research has confirmed that 

41 

greater attracj:iveness fosters greater at titu^e^ change, but felcplanations 
of the effect have relied on the value of attractiverttess as" a reward., an in- 
ducement to cooperativeness and so forth, rather -than its distractive potential. 
Other than the implicit support from the Albert, and DabbS, and Bxirgoon, Cohen, 
Miller and Montgomery studies, we are aware of no empirical evidence of the 
distracting influence of source characteristics. 

it is clear that neither a theoretical nor empirical b^se' exists. from 
which to make direct predictions about the relationships among nonverbal 
source characteristics,, distraction and persuasion. However, a theoretical 

♦ 

formulation does exist which, when reanalyzed from a distraction perspective, 
can provide the basis for deriving hypotheses. That formulation is the model 
of violations of personal space expectations, originated by Burgeon and Jones . 
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and extended by Burgoon, 



\ • . 15 ' / 

The ino4el, desi^fned to predict the effects of deviktipns from conver- / 



A « e /t*» •! 



saticix^l distance norms on communication outcome*, begins '^with the premise 
that distances adopted^or conversation are highl^ norm-gdyerAed and that 
individuals develop expectations about what distances will be adopted, based 

• ^ / • . 

on the nbrms and any* knowledge they have of the other pers9n's idiosyncra- 
sies- The ef f ect*3 of violating those expectations ar^ hypothesize^/ to be a 
function of- three factors:- 1) the net reward valence of the initiator (tho. 
interactant whose deviations are examined for their impact on a reactant) , 

2y the dire5;,t«.on^ of deviation (farther 'or closer) and 3) the e^mbunt of 

■ J ' . ' 

deviation. Reward valence is a function of- such things as the initiator's 

» ■■ ( / ' ' 

attractiveness, status, credibility and power and the use df social xewards 

• . ■ ' 

and punishments such as praise or criticism.* The combination of the various 

• . / 

forms of reward and punishment results in a net reward ^alue for the initia- 
tor. Initiators with high -reward value are expected ^o achieve opti|»al 
communicaticJn outcomes (including greater pfersuasion^ credibility and attrac 

• • •• 

/ 

tion) by deviatitig from ejcpectations, while initiators with low revard value 

^ 

are predicted to obtain more negative results thp/more they deviate. ^ In the 
original model, it was predicted that the optimg^l deviation for the high re- 
ward initiator would be somewhat, closer -than ^e norm and that extremely 
close distances or deviations .farther than tj/e norm would produce negative 
results. Based on their r-ecent findings, ^4rgoon, s£acks and Woodall have 

since suggested that the model be revised such that any deviation by a re- 

^ . , 44 

warding initiator produces better outcomes than conforming to the norm. 

•Unresolved is whether distance deviations can become so extreme as to turn 

counterpx:oductxve. The original assumption, that at some point a threat 

threshold is reached beyond which reactions to a violation become^more 

/ i * 

negative, *has yet to be sufficiently Supported by the research. 



The xel6vance of this jnodel to nonverbal distiractioh arid persuasion is . 

fold. First, the model is, predicfated on the assumptiorv.' that violations" . 

of conversational distance expectations are arousing; an assimption that ife 

» . • - 

bolstered i>y the earlier cited research on the behavioral «faahif estations 

associated ifith distance changes. It is plausible thalt the, -heightened acti- 

• ■ . . . V ^ ■> . " * 

vity is accompanied by i"hcreased monitoring of Wie'self or the environment- 

'to detenttine the locus of the arousal. In this manner, ^ttenti<pn may be 

deflected away from the coAterit of th6 message and toward personal con^idera- 

*'.''' 

tipns/ Second, th§ exact relationship between the distance distraction and 

vulnerability to persuasion would then depend on the nature of the initiator, 

as specified in the model. With rewarding initiators, attention might be . 

further diverted by the presence of social rewards. Th^ focus, on the non- 

verbal relational messages being exchanged would inhibit counterarguing, 

makinq the reactant more vulnerable to the verbal persuasive message. At 

the same time, derogation would be precluded and the positive. initiator 

characteristics would further reinforce acceptance 6f the message. in keeping 

with Proposition 3. Conversely, for ncJnrewarding initiators th*.<Ifestance 

violation might initially be distracting and shift attention to .j^alationaA 

I 

considerations, but the combination of negative personal characteristics and 
aberrant distancing behavior would then activate source derogation. In both 
cases, the more pronotinced the deviation became, the 'more positive or nega- 
tive the effect's would be, thus conforming to the predictions of the model. 
Conceivably, a highly ejjitreme deviation might become so distracting that it 
interfered with learning, thereby preventing any attitude change from occur- 
ring. This would lead to predictions consistent with Proposition 1 and 
similar tb those in the original Burgoon- Jones model. However, it seems un- 
likely that distance deviations or source characteristics could be so extreme 



as' to totally interferft with the reception of aMnessdge. It must be remein- 

S ' ' ' '■' 

'bkred that greater yelfistahce to persuasion is only predicted when 

'' ' ■ '/ ' ^' ■ 

distractions i^ire' SO ^treine as to preclude reception or comprehension- of 

# u 

•the message. It is ^Ksssible that certain environmental stimuli or physical 
^^sks are cajjabld'J^ severely disrupting the heardng and processing of a 
raessag%,^but in ayconversational* context, the r^eiver is forced to main- 
tain some* att^t:j)Li to the message if only tp. be prepared to take his. or her 
turn in the l^i^vtersation. It is therefore doubtful tjiat a change in dis- 
tancing or -tp^ ^r^ence of highly attradtive «or unattractive personal 
characteristics could* totally distract the receiver's attention from the 
task atJ jti^nd, except in th# most unusual of circumstances. At any rate, 
articulating the point at which that, d^ree of distraction might be achieved 

is beyond our present state of knowledge and probably will only be ascer- 

r - • ■ . ^ 

tained through empirical testing. » 

One other aspect of distraction not covered by the model is receiver 

ptopdnsity to coUnterargue. Tfite model does not consider characteristics of 

the .receiver except as they involve definitions of the expected distance or 

tlie reward valence of the initiator relative to the receiver. Howevj^, 

t^sed on Proposition 4, it seems reasonable to predict that people with a 

high propensity to counterargue will p^j:^riA^lTfftxse with a low propensity to 

i'ounterargue in conforming to the cvirvilinear r«l4tionships proposed in the 

ihodel, Ijut 'tteit they will be more resistant to pe/suasion and more prone to 

fderogation acro'ss the board. 

, . . ' HYPOTHESES ' 

i Based dn the propositions outlined earlier 'and the application of the 

iModel of violations Of distancing expectations to distraction, a number of 
^^jypotheses could be derived. As a firstr test of this new formulation, it 



was ^ecided to limit reward to physical attractiveness, since i^ is a well- 
established form of rew^d, and to include as indices of persuasion attitude 
change, ratings of crMibility and attraction. Hence, the following hypo- 
theses were selected for testing: - 

Hypothesis 1:» The greater initiator's physical attract- 
iveness., the greater the message acceptance, assigned ^ 

* « 

, credibility and attraction by the reactant.* 

'i , ' . ^ * 

■ ' . *• . ' * • 

: Hypothesis 2: Givfin a 'highly attract iv§ initiator, message 

\. ' ' 

acceptance, assigned credibility and .attraction by the 
reactant will increase as th^ initiator increases devia-^ 
tions. from the expected distance. 

Hypothesis; 3: Given an unattractive initiator, message 
acceptance, assigned credibility and atttacti^n by the 
reactant will decrea^ as the initiator increases 
deviations from the expected distance. 

Hypotheses 4: As tl\e. propensity to counterargue increases, 
, resistance to persuasion will increase. / 
Hypothesis 5: As the propensity to derogate increases, re- 
sistance to persuasion will increase. v 



METHOD 



Subjects, and Confederates ^ * 
Subjects were 350 undergraduate students enrolled in speech courses 

who participated either voluntarily or for class credit. Of that total, 287 

were experimental subjects, the remainder, control subjects. 

The confederates were two male and two female volunteers lenrolled in 

nonverbal- con&nunicci.tion courses. Initially, twelve volunteers were chosen 

by the experimenter on the basis of their variability in physical attrac- 

•: . . • ' / ^ . 

tiveness. The twelve were asked to appear before 35 students enrolled in an 
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upper division speech course, who rated them on a' series of physical attrac- 
tioh subscales developed by McCroskey and Mc(?ain,^'^ . Volunteers were asked 
to appear as they normally would, ,so that theif dress and grooming reflected 
their typical self-presentati9n. The ratings were submitted to an analysis 
of variance and compared with t-tests -to select as tly final fotir qpnfed-- 
erates tj*o.mal«s 'and two females whose scoreis were significantly diffe^^ent 



from one another and- represented a full range of attractiveness.* 
Independent J^easures ^ 



There ]wrere three independent variables in this investigation: physical 
attractiveness, distance and propensity to counterargue. Physical attractive- 
ness was operationalized as the ranking each confederate received on physical 
attraction. To insure that each confederate's self-presentation remained 
constant, the confederates wore the same clothes and accessories and the 
women used the same (i^ree of make^-up for all experimental sessions. 

Distance was operationalized as the thigh--to-thigh seated distance be- 
tween the confederate and subject. As a ba ^s of ^ompai^ison with previous 
studies, four different distance conditions were employed far, norm, close 
and threat. Instead of using structured interaction distances, subjects 
were allowed to establish their own preferred distances from the confederates. 
This distance, presumably a reflection of the norms relevant to that pair, 
became the normative distance for those s\ibjects assigned the norm condition^ 
For those assigned Ijhe far or close conditions, the confederate subsequently 
moved 18 inches closer or 18 inches farther than the established norm. For 
the threat distance, the confederate moved to within three ioches of the 
subject, a distance that is well within that classified as an invasion of 
personal space and thikeat-provoking. Analytically, distance was treated 
both as a categorical . variable with four levels (threat, close* norm and far) 
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20 * 
as a continuous variable/ defined as the actual distance adopted by the 



subject pAus or minus the confederate's deviation. The treatment of dis- 
tance as four levels was used to identify means for use in interpretation of 



t;h$ hypothesis.- the continuous treatment provided a more' sensitive test of 
the hypothesis. The actual distances adopted by subjects^ ranged from on? to 
forty-seven inches, indicating that subjects did not feel constrained to , ■ 

r - 

adopt any particular distance. ^ ^ . 

Subjects' propensity to oountJerdrgue was. measured by using the same 
checklist technique reported by Brandt et al. which was designer* to tap 
the content dimension of counterarguing. Additionally, items were added to 
measure subjects' motivation to derogate the message source. To begin with, 
thirty propositional statements were pretested, each relating to a different 
.topic, to determine which were most discrepant from, held belief &. Sixty-five 
undergraduates served as pretest subjects. Each responded to the statements 
'on three sets o*f scales: 1) a seven-point interval scale bounded by "strongly 

agree" and "strongly disagree;" 2) a set of four semantic differential scales 

"47 ' 

to measure^ the evaluative dimension of meaning, and 3) the Known Interval 
Scale, a scale derived from successive interval scaling that has standardized 
values for its 11 adjective anchors.'*® The first scale items w«ce idpiiticai 
to those used by Brandt, et al.; the second and third were included to see 
'if results would differ. Gal^d on subjects' responses, the folloying six 
topics were chosen as^-most belief discrepant: 1) "The State University 
System should redes igr^te areas of study to different universities, i.e., 

^should only be allowed to offer hard sciences, only social sciences,' 

only management and marketing, etc.;" 2) ••24-hour visitation in dormi- 



tories should be abolished at this university;" 3) "Search and seizure limits 
on police should be abolished;" 4) "The purpose of the university should be ' 
primarily research-oriented with teaching at best a secondary orientation;" 
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^ „ .«>ere snould ^ iWaUte tuition increase a, this untve^^^^ . 
<r 6, -Th^ We of 'herein in the United States should be legalized." The six ^ 

topics were chosen because they yielded »eans of 2.1 or less on th^ belief ■ 
scale (on a one to sever^scale, , responses were highly shewed in the direc- 
tion-of opposition ani^he three^ sets of scales were highly correlated. 
Pive'of the topics we,e' then selected for inclusion in the. propensity 
X -sure and the raining topic wa. used for the actual message <le,ali.a- 
ti^n Of heroin, . Twelve, supportive arguments for each of the five topics 
«re then generated fro™ various sources (e.g., debate files, speeches, 
newspapers, . Additionally, ten phrases were added which Represented deroga- 
tory or de-fan-atory statements of'a source using these argu»«nts (e.g., "a 
-.o^ce Who uses such arguments is obviously inf f«te„t", . These were 
•• . interspersed with four positive statements about the source so that su.,ects 
«.uld be less likely to recognize their purpose. The arguments and deroga- 
. , tlon statements were ordered in a checK-list format under the appropriate 
to^c. With the source derogation l.ist appearing after the content list, 
responses were converted to percentage scores, as done by^ndt et al. 

Because Brandt et al. m4de no assumptions concemi^ the dimen^onality 
Of their instr»,ent and because a second set of items had been added, esti- 
mates of internal reliability were computed for each topic and derogation 
■ ,«le The estimates were computed by the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 for 
-dichotomous data.- Reliabilities obtained wer» .59, .-,2. .54, .75 and .75 
,or each of the five sets of arguments respectively. Reliabilities for the 
source derogation scales, were. , 5,, .75, .eo, .7. and .77 res^ct^ely. 
Crdnbach-s coefficient alpha was then computed to determine subjects- fre- 
^ncy of acceptance-rejection across topics for each set of items. 

■ , K ^f 69 and 54 were obtained for the content and soui^e. 
Coefficient alphas of .69 ana .dh wei.: 

Reliability estimates were lower than 
derogation measures respectively. Reliaoiiity 
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expected, foreshadowing problems with subsequent analyses, 

' As a measure of external validity, a separate sample of sxibjects (n=29) 

J 

was administered the propensity to c<5unterargue/derogate checklist, exposed 

* 

to a randomly selected recording of the experimental message, and requested 

• . ■ " *.» 

to react to the message in essay form. Statements were, then categorized 

according to whether they jwere content- or source-cnrien ted ' and were counted. 

The nuit^er of statements w'as then correlated with the subjects scores on 

the propensity measures. Because the experimental message was heard before 

the essay was written, it was expected that the correlation between the num- 
« • 

ber of counterarguments and derogatory statements would be high for the 
essay measure. The obtained correlation (r=.82, p < .05) indicates the ✓ 
statements were related. However, the correlations between the statements 
and the propensity measures were low and nonsignificant ( . 05 for counter- 
arguing and .09 for derogation), again casting doubt on the method for 
measuring counterarguing and derogation. , ^. 



Experimental Message , , \ 

The topic of the persuasive message argued in f avoR of thP legaliza- 
tion o&JIfccroin in the United States. The message was written by graduate 
studentlBp a previous study^"*". and found to be extremely persuasive. The 
message contained 491 total words with an average sentence length of 21.20 
words. Comprehension was rated as extremely high, with a Contingency Index 
of 6.65. The Gunning-Fog Readability Index indicated the readability of . 

the message was comprehendable to those with over 12. .years of formal educa- 
• tion. Since the intensity of the language used in a message has been demon- 

strated to affect attitude change, the message was created to be moderately 

intense, with highly intense metaphors and extreme adverbial qualification 

not used. 
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The message was memorised -by each confederate. It was ''rehearsed until • 

* » * • 

a verbatim delivery of ap^oxiinately the sfme rate wds reached. Thp message 
took approximately three and one half minutes to deliv.er. 'T6 insure that , 
"^the messages did not differ acrqss distan^ and revKird conditions., all 

messages, were\ taped* viajia two-way. speaker* System witWout the khowledge of • .\ 
the confederalie, .and one message from eacUk confederate was r^jridomly selected.^ 
\ These messaged* were rated by ZO unde^gradyates on .credibility and attitude 
«-^tecales. Mean ratrings w6fe then compared to determine if any systematic - 
N variatioir had* occurred. No significant differences were found. Additional ly, 

six tapes 'per 6c4|federate were randomly selected and timed. No significant 
differences were found 'for length of message either between or within 
confederates. * * % 

PepenHent Measures • ^ * ^ 

There were three* dependent measures in this investigation a source 
credibility, source attraction and attitude. Additionally, two distraction 
measures were added as manipulation checks. Subjects rated the confederates 
on credibility via fifteen semantic differential scale^ which measure peer 
credibility.^^ ' Altogether five dimensions were tap^^ed: ^om^ charac- 



ter, composure, extroversion and sociability. AttracsUiAr^s measured by a 

series of t%«lve Likert-type statements that reflect physical, soci|^l and 

• \ 
task attraction. Separate dimension scores were used as the dependent 

measures for attraction and credibility. Attitude was measured with the - 

4k 

same two scales plus the same scales used^ f or the attitude pretest: the 

four evaluative items suggested by Osgood, Suci and Tannenbamn' arid the 

54 

Known Iir^trv^ Scale (KIS) . The correlation between the two attitude 
scales was .86 (p < .05), ^ ^ 



24 

A self-report, measure on distraction was used to establish if the 

• • • 

distance deviations were distracting. The check, on distraction which should 

♦ 

have occurred in the experimental setting, consisted of five seven-iAterval"- 

semantic differential it«ns bounded by the adjective pairs, "calm-anxious," 

"comfortable-uncomfortabli," "distracted-not distracted," "relaxed- tense- 

and "attentive-inattentive." The scales were submitted to factor analysis 

with varimax rotation, which produced one factor with all five scales 

-» , 

loading greater than .60. , ' 

Experimental Procedures . ' \ ^ 

two weeks prior to the experiment, students enrolled .in sophomore and 
junior level speech classes completed- the propensity to counterargue/derogate 
measure. Results indicated a mean of 65.7 percent^ rejection, with a stand- 
ard deviation of 14.45. , * 

Following trailing of the confederates, subjects were asked to report 
to a room to participate in a study on coverbal word use. The room, which 
was equ^.pped with" a two-way speaker system that petmitted audio-taping, had 
the appearance of a clinic waiting room. It was carpeted and arranged with 
a row of armless, padded chrome chairs which, wiien placed side-by-side, 
formed a bench-like surface that occupied most of the wall . Three identi- 
cally furnished rooms were cotinterbalanced within the design. . » 

Prior to entering the room, subjects were paired with a confederate, 
informed that a short delay had occurred and told that they would be placeS 
in * "waiting room." In each case the confederate entered the room first 
and sat at the far end of the bench, approximately 20 inches from the end. 
The subject then took a seat and an assistant l^Snded each art informed con- 
sent form to be completed. The subject's form indicated fthe nature of the 
coverbal iriterview which was to take place and asked th^t (s)he sign the 



fona. The confederate's form accomplished two tasks > 1] it allowed him/ 
her to record the nornfative distajftce adopted by the subject* on the form and 
'2) it contained the assigned distance- condition (s)he was to adopt. Once 
the forms were completed' the assistant collected them and informed the pair , 
that {s)he would be back shortly. After a few seconds, the confederate 
stood up, crossed the' room and closed the- door, which the' assistant had 
"accidently*'' left ajar. ,Upon retumingV(s) he, adopted the assi^ed distance 
condition. Once seated, the confederate inquired whether or not the sub- 
ject was enrolled in a speech course emd ^whether (s)he was taking public 
speaking* The confederate then stated that (s)he had -to deliver a memorized 
spedteh in class (indicating that the topic (s)he had chosen was from a sur- 
vey filled out earlier in the course) and asked if (s)he might practice it 

oxi the subject.^ All but three subjjects agreed to hear the speech (the three 

J. 

who did not were in threat conditions and immediately crossed room, re- 
fusingL^to cooperate) . 

During ^ the message presentation all other nonverbal behaviors were • 
kept constant. Eye contact was practiced and maintained at a •fifty percent 
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rate of gaze; the same body single and orientation were maintained by each 
confederate at all distance conditions* . 

Following the message, the subject and confederate were taken to sepa- ^ 
rate rooms, s While the stiblect reported to the next xoom, the qonfederate 
exited from the area by means of a baok stairway and returned to the origi- 

v 

nal starting nbsition* Once in the room, the subject was informed that since 
the study was dlesigned to explore "the interface between himians and machines 
versus the interface between humans and humans,'* the experimenters needed 
some information about Hhe subject and the person with whom (s)he had been 
waiting befbre proceeding with the remainder of the experiment. Subjects 
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wei^e' led to believe that they might be paired with the other pea: son for the 
next task. They then completed the soxirce credibility scales # the attrac-- 
tion scales, the first distraction manipulation check, a^d the attitude 
statement, which was inserted among five^other statements. It was explained 
to subjects that the attitude section was not part of the current expteri- 
ment, but was included for someone else obllecting survey data on campus. 
It was hoped that/ the subject would equate this section with the survey 
mentioned earlier by the, confederate. Additionally, subjects were informed 
,xh3Lt tfiey did not have -to complete the survey, but that it would help the 
other researchers if they did. ' ' 

Following completion of the dependent measures, the subject then re- 
porte*d to a second room and was partially debriefed. All subjects were 
then debriefed and sworn to secrecy. 4 

Additionally, a control group of 34 subjects responded to the attitude 

♦ 

scales but received no exposure to the experimental message. 

RESULTS 

# 

Manipulation Checks 

As a check on whether the message was persuasive, the attitude scores 

X 

\ 

of the control group, which received no message, were compared to those of 

* ' ♦ «. * • 

the experimental groups* Analyses of variance yielded significamt F~values 

\ 

(F ^ 15.08; df = P < ^"^^ measure, F = 12.24; df = 2,318; 

p < .05 for the semantic differential). Dunnett's t-test comparisons to 

the control group revealed that attitude scores were higj^er for -all ext>erj^- 

* 55 

mental conditions except for the least at^tractive confederate. (Meacns 
appear in Table 1*) These results were taken as support of the persuasive- 
ness of the experimental message. 
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iBecause the h/potheses were predicated on* the assvunption that ^distance 
violations and physical attractiveness can serve as sources of distraction, 
a critical check in this experiment was whether distraction varied across 
conditions. A multiple regression of distraction on reward (treated as a 
continuous variable) , distance (treated as a continuous variable) ,4istance 
by reward, propensity to counterairgue and source derogation produced- signifi- 
cant effects for distance (P = 5-99; df = 1,280; p < .05), reward (F = 7.99; 
df <= 1,280; p < .05), and propensity to countferargue (F = 3.07; dLf - 1,280; 
p < .05). The means, calculated for the four dist^ce conditions, were 
14.61 for threat, I2w93 for close, 13.64 for |iorm and 14.72 for far, indicat-' 
ing greater distraction in the two extreme cond4.tions as expected. For 
reward, the me^s for the four confederates, in descending 'order of attractive- 
ness, were 13.77, 13.02, 13.49, and 15.60, indicating greatest distraction * 
with the'lfeast attractive interviewer, followed by the mSst attractive- While 
the means conformed to expectations, they were all below the midpoint of the 
scale; thus, neither the distance manipulation nor attractiveness caused a 
severe distraction, and certainly not one sufficient to impair^aming of 
the message. ^ . 

Another assximption from the rationale was that subjects with a greater 
propensity to counterargue and derogate would be generally more, negative to- 
ward a message source. Multiple regressions identical to those used to test 
distraction tested the effects of each propensity measure on evaluations of 
the confederates. For counterarguing, significant effects obtained for 
composure (F = 9.72; df = 1,280; p < .05) , and task attraction (F = 6.92; 
df = 1,280; p < .05), and trends obtained for competence (F = 3.55; df = 1,280^ 
p < .10), and character (F = 7.50; df = 1,28.0; p < .10). For source deroga- 
tion, significant effects obtained for sociability (F = 7.15; df = 1,280;. 
p < .05) and social attraction (F = 5.84; df = 1,280; p < .05) and a trend 
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"for character (F « 3.12;'df = 1,280; p < .10). An examination of the beta 
weights indicate^ that, contrary to expectations, greater counterarguing and 
derogation correlated with more positive evaluations of the source in all 
cases. These findings, coupled with the low reliability data and failure of 
♦ the essay-generated argumentation to correlate with the, propensity measures, 
' cast further doilBt on their validity. 



# 



The final manipulation check was designed to reconfirm the dif fer:ences 
across confederates in physical attractiveness. Accordingly, the results 
on the physical dimension of attraction were treated as a manipulation check. 

> ■ * 

An analysis of variance f>roduced results consistent with the pretest on ' 
attractiveness; there was & significant effect for* reward (F = 39.05; df = 
3.284; p <\o5 and the means^were in the correct rank order (22.62, 18.47, 
16.58, and 14.08). * 

Hypothesis One ^ 

The first hypothesis , which predicted that message acceptance, cre;dibil- 
ity and attraction wouJ.d increase with physical attractiveness (reward) > %ras 
tested with a multivariate analysis of variance of reward and sex of subject 
on the two attitude measures, the five dimensions of credibility and the 
remaining two dimensions of attraction (excluding physical attraction, which 
was treated as .a manipulation c^eck) . Sex was included as a blocking variable. 
The analysis produced a significant, multivariate main effect for reward 
{Wilks .683 approxijnate F = 4,09; df = 27,792; p < .05). Univariate ^-^tests 
' also revealed significant effects for all dependent measures except' the tvo 

attitude measures and the character dimension of credibility, which showed ' 

>■ 

a trend Kp < .10), The means, reported in Table 1, revealed that for all 

significant dependent variables, the means were in proper rank order for 

the second through fourt^i confederates, with the least attractive confederate 
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always receiving much lower ratings than the other three; however, the 
other three were often rated similarly and the roost physically attractive 
confederate received lower rsltings on credibility tha^i did the second most 
attractive confederate. . Thus, while the results I'argely confirmed 

4 • 

Hypothesis 1, they showed that other elements in the demeanor of confed- 

erates two and three were partly compensating for their lower physical 

"I 

attractiveness, to produce favorable evaluations. These findings meant that 
only the fourth c^rfederate could be legitimately regarded as representing 
low reward for the test' of Hyj^thesis 3. 

There were no significant effects for. sex in the analysis: 

Hypotheses Two and Three 

The second hypothesisT^hich posited that for #n attractive interviewer 
message acceptance, credibility and attraction would increase with viola- 
tions from distancing expecjfations, w^s initially tested with a multivariate 
analysis of variance of reward (data for the two most attractive inter- 
viewers) on tlje same dependent meas'ures as Hypothesis 1, plus physical attrac- 
tion. The multivariate and univariate F-tests failed to produce any 
significant effects. The hypothesis, was then tested with separate multiple 
regressions for each of the two confederates, using distance as a continuous 
variable, entered into the model as a polynomial equation with linear, quad- 

t 

p • , - 

ratic and cubic terms. It was expected that this analysis, while losing- 
some power by halving the degrees of freedom, vrould provide a more sensitive 
test of distance effects and would reveal amy differences between the two 
confederates. For the most attractive confederate, only trends were un- 
covered J, for composure, a quadratic relationship (F = 3.03; df = 1,70; 
p < .10); for extroversion, a linear relationship (F = 3.77; dcf. = 1,71; 

p < .10); for physical attraction, a linear relationship (F = 2.83; 

• \ ' 

df = 1,71; p < .10); and for' the KIS measure of message acceptance, another 
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linear relationship \(F = 2.87? df = 1,70| p < ^.10), For the second con-, 
federate, there was a significant nonlinear relationship for social attrac- 
tion, linear (F = 3.80; df = 1,62; p < .10), quacfeatic (F = 4.97; df = 1,62; 
p < .05), cubic (F = 5,84; df - 1,62? p < .05); a nonlinear trend for ^ 
competence, linear (F = 3.57; df = 1,62; p\ .10), quadratic (F 3.55? 
df = 1^2; p < .10); and a linear trend for sociability (F = 3.48; df - 1,64; 
p < .10)* . The cell means, reported in Table 1, revteal that in all cases, the 
configuration of means either conformed to the hypothesized relationship or 
the extreme distances produded the most positive effects, a finding also 
partially supportive of the hypothesis. These results were taken as marginal 
suppt>rt of the hypothesis. 

The third hypothesis, which posited that unattractive individuals would 
achieve optimal results by C(^nf brining to distancing expectations (the nonn) , 
was similarly tested with a multivariate analysis of variance and multiple*^ 

regressions. However, only data from the least attractive interviewer were 

- 4 

used. The analyses failed to 'produce any signif icam^ effects. 

r 

" Because of the necessity of analyzing data for each confederate sepa- 
rately, it was important to examine the power of these tests. Previous 
research had led to the expectation that distance alterations by themselves 
would only produce small effects, both because they are only one of several 
variables and because they are a less noticed element in an ongoing inter- 

action* * Consequently, power was examined for the ability to detect a small 

*■ t 

effect size (.20). Thrf coefficients were found to be rather low (.39 and 
beldw) , providing a partial explanation of the nonsignificant results* 

Hypothesis Four cuid Five 

The fourth and fifth hypotJ)eses predicted propensity to counterargue 
and to derogate the source would be associated with greater resistance to 
persuasion (less message acceptance). A Multivariate multiple regression. 
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regressing the two attitude measures on the two propensity measuyete, failed 
to produce significant effactp; a result anticipated from the reliability 
coefficients obtained earlier. . ' " * ' 

^ DISCUSSION 

A number of important conclusions can be drawn from this investigation, 
both from the significant and nonsignificant findings. #irst, the manipula- 
tion checks on distractibn demonstrated that distance violations and physical 
attractiveness can serve as noderate sources of distraction. Given the 
rather brief exposure that subjects had *to the confederate and the somewhat 
cpntrived nature of the experiment, these findings imply that under more 
natural interaction conditions, conversational distance violations and 
elements of self-presentation can be effectively utilized to distract a- 
receiver^^Moreover, those violations apparently carry positive connotations 
when committed by an attractive individual a? they translate into higher 
ratings on some dimensions of credibility and attraction. Finally, in keep- 
ing with Propositions 3, and 5, there ds modest evidence that these positive 
forms of distraction lead to greater susceptibility to p6rsua^ion. 

That the effects for distraction are not more dramatic on message 
acceptance and source evaluations is disappointing but explainable. First, 
extremes in attractiveness were not represented in this experiment, parti- 
cularly at the low end. The lowest physical attraction score was only two 
points below the midpoint of the scale. Moreover, the means on social and 
task attraction revealed that the second and third confederates were highly 
similar to the first confederate in their ratings. Thus, aspects of their 
demeanor compensated for the lower physical attractiveness, making the 
three of them highly similar on composite attractiveness. The result %*€s' 
that the distance hypotheses, which depended on extremes in attractiveness 



equilibrium theory^^ would suggest that in the 
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for the distinctly different curvilinear relationships to obtain, did not 
receive the most fair test, especially in the low reward condition. This 
• Interpretation is bolstered by the fact that previous experiments have had 
relatively consistent and significant findings in the low reward condition. 
Second, as has been noted in previous laboratory experiments on distance 
violations > the use of seated distances and the la^joratory^ setting itself 
may mitigate against, finding more than marginal effects for distance viola- 
tions. More naturalistic tests are needed. It also may be advisable to 
manipulate not just distance alone iSut severa^ nonverbal cues that commxini- 
.cate physical ajid psychologicml closeness or dptance. Argyle pid Deai>*s 

eUssence of control over all 
immediacy cues (such as eye contact, smiling, forward body lean) , people 
will adjust levels of intimacy in one channel to compensate for levels oJ^ 
intimacy in another channel so that an equilibriwn level is maintained. It 
is possible that confederates made unconscious, subtle changes in other 
nonverbal cue? to balance the increases or decreai^es in physical proximity. 
These adjustments could be controlled by having confederates manipulate an 
entire complex of cues. Third, it is possible that the procedures used in 
this experiment, which involved confederates asking subjects to help them 
out by listening to the speech, elicited prosocial responses that overrode 
.other reactions to the confia^rate. This prosocial effect might also 
account for the generally-high persuasiveness of the counte^attitudinal 
message, without regatd for the behaviors of the speaker. In retrospect, 
it would be preferable to avoid this kind of potential demand characteristic 
and incorporate the message presentation within a more natural conversation. 
Finally, the low power coefficients provide a partial explanation of the 
nonsignificant findings. 
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The reStalts on the propensity measures cast serious doubt on either the 
Bieasureroent of propensity to cpunterargue or the construct itself. In this 
investigation, using the same procedures for constructing a measure of pro- 
pensity to counterargue as had been used in the past, the measure of 
counterarguing propensity had low reliabi^lity, failed to correlate with 
arguments generated in essay form after hearing an actual message, failed 
to predict message acceptance, and, contrary to the underlying assumptions 
of the construct,., correlated with positive source evaluations. This rather - 
poor showing for the propensity to ^counterargue measure is inconsistent, with 
the high reliability and significant results reported by Brandt, et al. 
However, it is possible that their results were partly an artifact of their 
procedures. In their investigation, subjects listened to a tape-recorded 
message attributed to a high status source. The arguments in the message 
were the same as on the propensity pretest. Thus, th^ pretest may have in- 
adverently inoculated subjects, prompting those, who marked more items on 
the pretest to be more resistant to the itfessage, which came frcan a poten- 
tially threatening source. These potential demand characteristics were 
avoided in the present study by using a novel message, with no consequent 
resistance to persuasion. It is also possible that the live, face-to-face 
context and the equal status confederate used in the ptesent investigation 
inhibited counterarguing. 

At any rate, the contrary results from this experiment call into 
question whether the propensity measure is in fact measuring counterarguing 
tendencies or some other construct (such as intelligence or Machiavellianism), 
To suggest that a generalized propensity to counterargue does not exist would 
be premature, but thfe present fifi^lngs indicate a need for more serious in- 
vestigation of the nature of the construct. Of particular interest should 
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*'be whether ^ace-to-face situations, ; which require some degree of inter- 
personal involvement, reduce counter arguing and derogation ^^^fi^encies 
relative to taped presentations, which afford the receiver a more impersonal, 
anonymous role. Also unresolved is.the question 6f whether cpunter arguing 
.and derpgation are two alternative fprmarof resisting influence or whether 

the bne can trigger the other. 

In sum, the present investigation provides the beginnings of suppo|:t 
for interpreting the effects, of nonverbal distractors from the petspective 
of the model of conversational distancing violations. For the reward con- 
dition at least, the results 'largely conform to the revised model, in which 
greater deviations from the expected distance produce more positive out- 
comes. Given that distance and physical appearance were found to be 
moderately distracting, it is reasonable to conclude that part of the ex- . 



planltion for why distance v,iolations produce better effects is that they/, 
have arouskl value and may heighten attentiveness .fro personal characteris- 
tics of the source, while reducing attentiveness to the verbal message. 
The nonverbal messages carried by the source's behavior then become the 
salient determinant of whether responses are positive or negative. Further 
research- will need to establish more firmly that these dist;ractive effects 
translate into greater susceptibility to persuasion when the distractions 
are positive and greater resistance to persuasion when the distractions are 
negative in nature. 
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TAfeLE 1 

MEANS FOR REWARD AMD DISTANCE CONDITIONS FOR ALL DEPENDENT VARIABLES 



REWARD 



DISTANCE CONDITION 



DEPENDENT VARIABLE 



REWARD 
MAIN 



• 

PHYSICAL ATTRACTION 

r 1 


— J — V — P 

1 (n=73) * 

2 (n«66) 

• 3 (n=76) , 

4 ,(n=72) 
• 1 


23.56 22.28 22.95 21.59 
17.35 • 18.41 18.18 20.13 
.15.81 17.24 17.16 16.26 
13.1"8 14.47 13.06 15.45 


22.62 
18.50 
16.58 
14.08 


SOCIAL ATTRACTION-^ 1 


1 
2 
3 
4 


23.33 23.33 24.00 22.00 
23.06 22.65 22.35 ^ 23.93 
20.95 23.88 22.37 23-42 
19.18 20.18 20.33 ^21.85 


23.21 
22.97 
22.58 
20.44 


0 1 

TASK ATTRACTION 

\ 


1 

2 

• 1 


21.17 22.39 21.65 21.18 
21.12 21.94 21.12 22.27 
20.81 21.65 . 21.42 20.58 
18.53 19.71 18.56 20.60 


21.60 
21.59 
21.09 
19.39 


COMPETOgNCE 

t • ' 1 

■ 


1 
2 

I 3 
4 


22.33 * 21.83 22.05 22.18 
1 23.00 21.82 20.88 24.07 
21.90 21.82 ^2.21 20.68 
18.82 21.47 18.61 19.30 


22,10 
22.39 
21.66 
19.53 


\ \ 

CHARACTER 


1 

2 
3 
4 


21.50 22.00 21.20 ^0.^ 
22.18 22.47 21.47 21.^3 
21.52 21.82 21.79 20.89 
19.65 21.88 19.56 20.15 


21.34 
22.01 
21.50 
20.29 


SOCMILITY 


2 
3 
4 


22.50 23.28 24'.20 22.65 
24.23 2542 *5s.29 25.93 
23.38 25.58 ,23.^9 24.26 
20.70 22.59 19.50 21.45 

1 « 


23.19 
25.12 
24.22 
21.06 


COMPOSURE 
«• 


1 
2 
3 
4 


20.00 17.94 19.30 ' 19.12 
19.41 21.41 18.47 20. 4(^ 
18.09 15.23 19.32 15.32 
12.59 13.47 13.22 13.75 


19.10 
19.91 
17.07 
13.28 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 



REWARD 



DISTANCE CONDITION 



DEPENDENT VARIABLE,^ 



^ (CONFEDERATE) 



THREAT 



CLOSE 



NORM 



PAR 



REWARD 

MAIN 
EFFECT 



EXTROVERSION 


1 

2 

> 

3 
4 


* 

22.17 22.44 22.50 23.88 
24. Ob 24. Jb iCJ.oo ^4.^j 
22.43 24.12 22.58 22.74 

21.18 21.53 18.33 19.20 


22.73 

22.92 
20.00 


ATTITUDE, KIS 

> 


1 
2 

3 ' 


4.79 4.23 3.56 3.67 
3.02 4.18 4.37 4.44 

4 59 ■ 4 58 3 83 4.32 
3.97 2.79 3.26 "^3.83 


. 4.06. 
3.99 
4.33 
3.48 


ATTITUDE, SEMANTIC 
DIFFERENTIAL 

-* 


« 

1 

2 
3 
4 


13.50 10.00 10.40 10y71 . 

7.^9 11.29 11.47 11.33 
11.52 13.71 9.74 12.37 
12.29 7.06 9.33 9.20 


* 

11.14 
10.39 
11 . 78 
9.46 
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